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' The PASS Mod,-e'l Project is a reeearch and development (R&D) eff01t
/V' - \

funded by the Umtéd States Office of Educatlon Bureau for Lducatmn

N
. ¢~‘)

) o[ thc Handxcapped It xnvolves the Pxeabody Child Qtudy Center (CSC), a

-

psyc oeducttt onal agency, and the Metropolitan Nashv111e Pubhc Schools,
Y } i Y P

v

‘a major Am"érican school system. 'I‘h[e PASS acr_onym emerges from

Lombmlng the first letters of the wor‘ds in the phrase "psychoeducatxonal

b
i

agency/school system, '""and it expresgges a major project object, viz.,

to demonstrate how agency and schoadl system resources may be

. . I

combined in an integrated service delivery system.
A ; !

In broad overview the goal of PASS is.to plan, implemgent; and

su,,
)

evaluate a repllcabl,e .gel vice delivery systcm to enhance the development
of h.arnlng dlsa:bled (LD) ch11dren and their famlhes. PASS objectives

a better fit he_tween LD children and.the}r major social systems (the
school and the family); (2) the enhancement of professional functioning

for the psychoeducational personnel involved in the project enabling
Sy ! . .

are as follows: (1) the utilization of psychoedué:atio'nal resources to achieve

Al
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. and ‘their famllleb, and (3) the development and evaluatxon of a'model
strategies used’ L(l.» accompllsh objectives include: (1) utlluauon of an o ‘

t question of {it between children's cempeteneies and the demands of

\
vaiious 'socmluatlon sybtema, (2) appllcatlon of some ol the service

~dducational agency (such as'the P‘eabedy.CSC) and a school sys'tem "

*(such as the Metropolitan mshville Pu.l)lie Sc‘hoois); and (5) utilization

_program. Some of the spegific service delivery activities in PASS

-~

them to better serve as behavioral change agents for LD children

—

approach to LD [o/r a.pplication in a wide;v’ariet'y of commu-nities. The ¢
/ . . - M

¢cological mo'del iWhich- views problem or handlcappmg behavior as a

&
.

a

<4 : ) 4
(h,lwery :.trategles abs‘ocmted with the ecological model, :.pucuu.ally

A N
luubon and systems or 1enLcd mtcx vention teams; (3) development of

systematic and comprehensxve dlagnOSl.lc-pl es#rlpuve approach to
uppraisal and intervention; (4) incorporation of the three above strategies

in a model which involves a working relationship between a psycho-

L
,

»

[y

of the dissemination experience developed over the years by the’
Demonstration and Regeargh Center for Early Education (DARCEE)

and other Peabody progrdms to fully"develop and ex_pm"t the model

o - ..

include: (1) extending past Reabody-Metro Schools _collaborative

clforts; (2) utllumg the CJC'S diagnostie-prescriptive approach to

'

LD and extendmg it 1nto classroom operatwn, (3) deVelopmg [urth.er

——
—

1

-
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the CSC's liaison prpgram for the fam111es of LD ch11dren and the

.

specific schc;ols participating in the pro_)ect:, and (4) ut:111zmg the

Met:ro Pup11 Personnel Serv1 es Teams to br1dge the gap between
the CSC and the PASS classrpoms and to ma.x1m1ze \t:he effect of
prog&-ams developed for t:he D ch11dren -and t:he1;: -families. As oo
E det:a11ed in a subsequent section, extensive form.\at:we ‘and summative
eval.uaﬂt:mn, as well as ot:herAR & D act:1v1t:1es, are 1mportant£ features
of PASS. -
Theoretiﬁcalﬁ Background and Operational Parameters:

T

‘%’lanned educational i terventions must be well grounded in t:heory.'

-

"The PASS Model 15 an intervention approach which combines three
t:heore.t:1ca1 perspectwes: (1) behavioral ecolog1ca1 t:heory (e.g., -Hobbs,
1975), (2) t:ransact:mnal “heory (Dewey & Bentley, 1949), and (3) develop-
ment:al- t:heory (e. g » rKohlberg & Mayer, 1972). -

' Relat:ed to the gene’ral PASS approach Dol¢eck1 and Strain (1973)
have commented regarding educational mt:ervent:mn as follows:
We do not see psychological vdevelop;n?ent: and vcompet:ent fungti ning;...

\
as natural, normal, aut;omatic, or usual processes; rath¢r, they \

are continuing achievements, Cognitive, social, and emodtional

development and the process of fostering this development are viewed

las tasks to be mastered, albeit executed'differ.ently between and often

o
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within member.s of different raeia.l, cultural, and'ethnic groups.

‘These tasks currently require significant personal and environmental

‘lresources; they will be even more demanding in the future... Given
. . <

| this view of thé human condition, intervention programs, can be seen

as attempts to develop instrumentalities to assist in actualizing the.

rights of children in a free society by maximizi‘hg the human development
and competence of young children and their families. These instrumen-

_ ] _ _ R _ . L .

talities may, involve new strategies or social structures requiring

1mport:at:1on if varlous professxonals. .+ OT they may involve
L} i . 1 . .
rearrhngmg already exlst:mg resources in an ecologxcal recycling

fashmn (p. 177)

The PASS Model involves both "new strategxes or social stp:uct:urea" and
“re’arranging alrea_dy_ existing resources” in that it brings t:oget:her a

community-oriented psychoeducational agency and a school system

OperAating in altered and innovative ways. '

Behavmral ecological theory as apphed in t:he PASS Model is an

extension of ideas developed at Peabody by Nicholas Hobbs and others ’

AN
.

in Pro;éc{t: Re Ed (e.g., Hobbs, 1966) and recently extended in the Hobbs
> ’

directed Pro)ect -on the Classxfxcatlon of Exceptxonal Children (Hobbs,

1975). Regarding LD, the most. proflt:able way of concept:uahzmg the

phenomenon for int:ervent:ior( purposes’is as a problem of fit (or match)

\




AL

between a chinl,d.'s behavioral competencies and the demands of key -

socializing institutﬁidn_s, in this case t;he school and the family,

v

Transactmnahsm ig an approach to knowledge developed by J’ohn
.Dewey (see Dewey & Bentley, 1949) which complements ecologlcal
theory. In education Jacob Getzels {1969 ) has present‘ed/e useful
transaetion_a} model about which Dok'ecki, Scanlan, anc.l.'Strai.n (lé?Z)*"

have commented: * : o

"
°

Getzels sees education as involving four interrelated .and transactionally
] . B 1)

‘|related vectors or subsystems: the school and its expectations, the

. »

child and his traits or dispdsitions, the broader community with its

political, economic, and social values, and the narrower community

P . o

with its local and".et%x;Lc vali:_lea.' ‘It s€ems to us that harm nizing

these four perspec.:.tives' should be_‘ the goal of' educational in ervention

programs. .. Just as the implementation of compensatory education

o falled to fit all children mto 1nst1tut10na1 expectatlons 1) w111 any v

solution fa11 which acts exclus?vely on any subaspect of the Getzels'

system without d/eali'ng with the entire system (p. 186)‘

As in the ecologlcal position, therefore, the transactlonal view cautions
against viewing problemQuch as LD as belongmg excluswely to the
child and lmphes that excluaively ch11d-or1ented interventions will be

inadequate.
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. Developmental theory as applied to education is bcsbt summarized -

by the title of a recent Harvard I‘ducatlonal Review article: "Development
°

as the Aim of L‘ducatmn“ (Kohlberg & Mayer 1972), In the PASS Model; ,

the task in dealing with an LD child is to understand the transactions

between the child's competencies and environmental demands as they
have influenced development. Preseriptive psychoeducati_ona prm;ramming'

lakes developmental level into account and the goal is to enhance

- .

c.o;rmtwe and affectwe development through workmg with the child .

\ | -
and thm people in his or her world. An orderly sequence of

.

development is assumed to occur when the envu;onment presents .

[

.\ppfopl iate and manag,eable challenges tg'the child and the significant
others. - T | T - -8

- -~

In addition to the theoretical base, intervention should be well

13

;,v,ruunded' in practical reality, In planning-the PASS Model we have

attempted not only to develop a service delivery system which will

- > Y

have demonstrable effects.at the R & D site, a feat which itself rec]uires

a‘?fertain amount of attention

T Ophcable\%odel with external v§li

»

¢ The PAS Model has three service dthely components. (1) a- /
: "
paychoeducationdl agency, ,(2) a school system, and (3) a mechanism

-
.

t, .' \

,,3‘ e [




}
The Pb'xbody CSC is quite, 51m11a1 to other psychoeducatl%m\l

-

agenciés around the country in its basic service _aspects. Itjutilizes

interrl;sci'plinary teams to appraise qnd\i\ntervene with regard to

o-_

u \ccpuonal children and their families. It is compatible with the

“agency's fudctioning to work on a cooperative basis with a local

¢ °

school system. While federal funding may be required at the outset
LI ' :

, . y _ ‘
to make operational an experimental approach such as PASS, if the

v ) ! ’ ] . - .
project has demonstrable success, there is every reason to believe , -

3

that local funds can be deplo"y'ed to continu€ operation. A |
There are several administrative options for pogsible future
program opera%on beyond the immediate R & D situation, both ]ocally

\

and regarding dissemirnation, One would n&olve a contractual

~arrangement betweeh an agency and a school :-ay,s,tem. Another might
'n.ivul've qc:ommun.ity support of the cogbérative relationship through the

| l-J;li‘ted Wa;y 6‘1- som;a such mechanism. ,Finafly, a school syétém might -
_attempt to (levellol) a PAéq-lik("'stru\ture within-the system itsell.

‘,5/
The PASS Modclpcomﬁ'te “the school system to careful 1dent1[1cat10n

pn s e

of LD chilﬂ"en, provwlon of a chagnostlc prescriptwe program for them,
'1 - .
and recognition that la'oth the sc;h_ool, and family systems are relevant to ~
' AN v g

1D. It is our view that uch demands are reasonable from both cost

and professional perspectives, especially if LD program effects can .

. °

he increased.
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The third PASS component, the coordination mechanism,

while somewhat new,. is not -prohibitive in cost or in-demand on
) L

professional functioning. It requires an ecological outreach mechanism

in the agency, a kind of liaison approach (?-embbs, 1966; Williams,

l‘)6‘)) 'It also requires redeploymen!t&of the ‘schools pupil personnel

service workers through problet’n solving teams 'I‘he CSC and

o

Pvabody s faculty of Specml Educatlon have been developmg the lmlaon

functlon wh11e the Metro Sc-hools and the Peabody School Psychology

m“& : )
. . ;s .:in- . .
® l’x'om:n have bken jointly developmg the pup11 personnel gervice tpam

’ . . ~aa
/ \ :
[ . o l .
approach.

¢ . . .
R : N . 7

“and is providing ( ) information for decision malu g regar dnﬂ)

ongoing operﬁtion and [uture project’activity both in Nashville at /
‘the R & D site, and more i)roadly through wide-scale dissemination™\

: " .
and (2),p‘i'\ocLucts which will enhance dissemination efforts.

Forrhative evaluation involves a programming planning badgeting
R . , N

system (PPBS), clieht 1)r'ogn‘am<3:iwring devices, and util-izatiq\\_
Th

of the‘.PASS advisory council. re are quite speci[i‘é objectives for

[

projeéct children and guiding objectivées training of psychoeducational

l. A- ) N ) " . - - N
professionals, - In addition to these client Mals objectives, —

P

PASS is focusingon R & D dctivities related to dissemination.
. . . "? :
Planning, programming, budgeting,-ahd formative evaluation occur

-
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o . . ) . . y ' . ) !,"A ]
through management by these\t\ree clas s;zs/of objectives. Information .

3

: : SN .
on progress toward objectives and specific child performance s

v . presented to the. Advisory Council ta help facilitate 'préject decision
making,
. . ﬁ . i ) .
: PASS is a complex operating system with both knowledge and skill

components; therefére, edué_ationayl materials and producté, as well
as a comprehensive.delivery system, are required to achieve
» ) . 4 . ’ .
] S .o .
eventual wide-scale ‘dissemination. " The PASS dissemination strategy

is based on one of the, projectls co-directgr's’'{Dokecki) experiences in

(1) the atternpt to disseminate widd y the preschool modelldeveloped

L4

at Peabody by D‘A“RCEE AND (2) the pi‘\eparation of a recent repolrt to

the Secretary of IIEW entitled How Can ]"figctlve I"arly Int:erventloﬂ

T’rograms Md to Potenually Retarded C\,h ildren? (Stedman, <

Nmtﬁi;iow, Dokecki, Gordon, & Parker, 1972), In light of these '

experiences it seems clear that a disseminable ‘model should include
. . .

productsfor administrators, evaluators, those offering technical

assistance, psychbeducational personnel, and children and their families,

’

- . ' «
-

elements, and management, therefore, the PASS Administrative Handbhook -~

»
/ . . - . a

is being developed ) _ .

/

Administrators require information on program rationale, operational

|
:
- |
n .
: . . v S
. . ‘ ..\.
| , &
.
4. *
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. g s
- Por evaluatm g a PASS lmllm:L Saale o plamted to permit nifvasureinent

. Ve - - Q '
of the degree to which the PASS‘ Model,is Opcrgﬁ{g/'at a given site, In
-’ / ’

-
~

!

wffect it will be an index of program implementation which:is egsential
for overall program evaluation and/fé evaluation of the guccess of
’ v ’ - ) .
_ program replication and disaAation The s;:a.le is being modeled

4 -

.on the'Classroom R txﬁ’g_Scale developed Jozné\y by DARCEE and

‘ CI’MRL‘{ Inc. for the dxssemmahon of Lhe DARCEE Preschool Mocdkel.
: : \ —T——
Another‘evaluatlo'n'devxce Lhe TPASS Criterion Refuenced Sleilly Tcst

is to be a project-oriented evaluation device that will ‘also give u\;cfu/&

information to teachers for design of specific programs for specific

. ' e .\ " . ' IS
1.1) childyen. . : v v "\

0
A -~

The Stedman et al, (1972) report stressed the importance of a

.

S .
human pr esgnce, '*m the form of 'carefully planned and implemented

l\"\hmca.l d.sswtanc;e, as ccntr’xl to the process of effective program

s

A metallatxon., In this regard the BASS Technical /{951stance Cuxde

is bt_mg developed to be b'wé(l on the Tralne 2 1;/1}& n the DARCI“I‘
) § /./}M ﬂl‘% __%/’ .

”

probram.

For, teacherd operating within the PASS Model the follonra,

. t b

f*p ducts are bemg deve],oped L) A de for Pr qscx‘xptwe Progl\amml_g,
\ - 4

(2) A PASS.RecOrd Keepmg System, and “(3 Hints for the Cdnstruc\ion

and Use of Tngtructional Materials.
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‘¢‘Chi1—d_re'n in the proje_c;t will, .of coursei. 'experienee thefruits of
/she Pro:grarﬁ:".s—/‘-operati"on tT}r.ougll t‘he"i'n.strumental.ity of tb'.e"'ébo_v.e“f
l;sted prodgfets. .l‘T‘Lurther,-. in 'Ior.der to 'su'pnle.ment a'nd Ab-uttress'

' ”[)L;gl‘am galns, a Gtude ;or PASS Parents is be1ng develroped which will ',

¢ ° . . . . i . X . -
«

’ incl.ukle some information on home-based_ instructional techniques

RN - e
and behavior management.

‘

" The first target for dissemination is the Metropolitan Nashville
Public School‘System. -Contingent'on initialiproject:success, it is.

® ’ o

pLanned that the PASS Model w111 be 1mp1emented broadly throughout

* the Metro system. Further, w1th the passage of Tennessee Pubhc

1. aw 839, the Mandatory Educatwn of the Hand1capped Act, the State

£

of Tennessee 1s currently he1p1ng school d1str1cts mount a ma1nstream1ng

>

-

rrvogram for handlcapped ch11dren. There i a tradit1on in Tennessee N

’ . L -’ . fe -

that successful Peabody R & D effor ts are 1ncorporated 1nto state

“]'o[)eratibon. ‘ Examples 1nc1ude PrOJect Re-Ed and the Reglonal Intervent1on
. \ . . . ‘ '\-_f »
.'Pxog,i;arp. G1ven the current situation in Tennessee, there is. every
‘reason to believe that PASS yvoulél be. offered for dissemination on a
N . T . L . . " . ST ®

-
- -~

statewide, basis. .Beyonel local and statewide efforts, dis semination is

also planned on regionai and national levels. o

-

\

. ~

. b i L
j" N ’ s . i . L}

-In this section we ha é viewed PASS at levels ranging frpm

evaluation, and.finally, sti@tegies for dissemination.” Subsequent’

. - -
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S . : : i . co
. P, »%l’l . . . .

scctions present the PASS summative cvaluation deslgn, descriptions <
. B I o b C . L
of service delivery elements, and preliminary pretest d'étil% from .

’

the surnmat:lve evaluatlon.-

L]
rd N . »
! A\

S ' , ’ The PASS Su,mmat:l.ve Evaluatuon Desxgn

. ) ‘ £

o From the pool of Met:ro schools whlch wereifo implement LD programs :

M .

during the 1974 75 school year, four schools were randomly assugnecl to k

str atlfled sampling wag

a"co?peraflve“ and "uncooperatlve” pr1nc1pals in each group. ) Since

ach school has sever al LD clas‘s1 ooms, within each c\perlmental T
.' school’one room wa/s randomly selected to recewe the "full PASS"
- treatment:, Whi‘le. t":he'_rerna_ini*ng rooms were designated "part:ial PASS. ' é’ .f’;;f} 5 B
- | , TFull PASS-(N;4 classroorns) ent:a‘ils teacher t:rain'_ing, operat:ion as a resource

" 1'oorn'_§avith approximat:ely 18 children each, and a range of parent and |
! v

- famlly services: Part:lal PASS rooms (N= 6 classrooms) are self cont:zuned

huve approx1mately 10 chlldren each, part:1C1pate in the parent: and . : o

Iamlly serv1ces, and are potentlal recipients of "spin o\ff"\e'ffect‘s from

et

\‘.

the full PASS rooms. All t:he classes in the control schools (N 11

LR

clas srooms) are self c0nt:a1ned have approx1mat:ely 10 ch1ldren each,

. N ~.

i and receive no speglal PASS services. Finally, 20 chlldren are enrolled ' }

. . : N
a ~ ,ina PASS demonstratlon ctassroom located on th& Pe'}body campus

-

e 4 . i )
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-The summative battery for’client children (also serying a child

placement funct:mn) mcludes- the newly revised version 1 of the ' )

Wechsler Int:elhgence Scale for Chlldren (WISC- R) ‘the Mat:cIung

- -

Farnihar Flgures Test (MFFT) whiéh assebses ""conceptual tempo"
.or ‘the child's relative l.e.ve,l of imﬁuisivity versus reflectivity; the
Met:ropou(.an Achlevement Test: (MAT) the Choice Mouvator Scale

(CMS) wh1ch meagsgures t:ask relevant: rr;otlvatlonal orientations; and’ ,

the_Piers-I-Iarrié Self Co,nce'Rt; Scele (P-HY. In 'add1t1'0n to these s, i

' iilstl‘ﬁnuents_, two s‘céles rhavebeen selected for corrﬁ:letioﬁ by the )
children's t:eaclxex_'s.' O'i;xe of tlieee, the Rle-'.e'd School Adjustment ’

¢
.

Meéasure (RESAD) requests the teacher to assess {he child on dimensions. -

~

'such as class cooperation, following diree¢tions, unsuperyised on-task

bchavior, : d"istractibility, and peer interaction patterns. Teachers_have

also completed a Behavior Problem Checkllst: (BPC) o

”

each child. T

The BPC asks the 1espondent to rate the extent to which each of 58

' I)uhavioral problems characterize t:he child in quest:i n.

n;'c'inevital)ly family interventions, to ‘some ‘extent. In an effort to ‘-

" quantify the ifnpact of the PASS Model Project on families of LD children,
'-paren_t:s were asked to complete the BPC described above and were

surve{ed concerning family resources and stress.-

~ L r
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- I/I{i"._nally', ‘the _sum'rvnati_veA design includes direct observation of
4 ., & . Q ) .' .
‘teAcher behavior and assessment of teachey attitudes. . .

. [y
/ . -

» A *.PASS Service Delivery Elements,
* ~ This section describes the full PASS treatment as it is é&l‘olving . -
during this,firsfproj,ect year. - ' )

«
..

’ - - -

-

R Referr.als to the Metro Schools LD c-las;ses',cont_inue' to occur .

k]

i . . , v

_pretty much as in tAhé'_‘pasvt. thldren are identified by the regular :

tcacher, recommended to the pr incipal, and referred to the Pupil

. !
v .

: P¢rsonnel Services Team .responsible for assessment. ‘Children enter
somewhat centralized schools with LD prog’ra'ms from feeder schools.

‘New is an integrated effort wherebly members of the PASS staff and
[ wooE . . - ) . . .

& ) - . . ®

. the Pupil Personnel Services Team cooperate in the asse§srhent. Also’
new is the attempt to meet the immediate concerns of the experimental
_schools by responding qu.ic_l—}cly to placement needs within these schools

" . themseclves, short circuiting the usual referral process and feeder -

school route. o < .

14
[ ’ - I3

In order to help reduce false‘-positive LD placements,' hc')peft'llly‘by

as much as 50%, the MAT, WISG-R, P-H! CMS, and MFFT are uséd

from the summative battery. The WISC-R and MAT, can be used in

. . , . ' o f

. . R _'?s’w.f‘ N ; . - . ;

tandem to obtain a rough index of léarning or performance relatjve :

. < ;o S . , :

to estimated capacity. The extent of discrepancy between performance o f

. _ , S . .. §
. - j 6 . . ' ] .;'

. . ) S . .- ) . \S ) ‘m . ,‘ - ) ‘ . . 3
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and capacity is used to deteﬁmine the length of time spent in the

],"ASS resource room duiing t:h;e nor‘m-al schosl day.' Tlhe.object:ive-

-«
»

is to reduce the discrepancy significantly for a major portion of the -

RASS children. . An additional class of objectives conceruns positive
_impact inthe affective domain as inflexed by the P-H, CMS, apd MFFT.
Thesc objectives are being addressed through both the ¢lassyjoom program

. / . - ' / . . - .
and through programs of parent edacation, offered generally to the .

- r

troubled and multi-problem PASS families.-

’ 4 "

The PASS experimental teachers are béing trained/to usea " °

3 e . . : c . . . h . -
diagnostic-prescriptive approach to ‘provide continuing in-class

0

assessment, program 1mp1ementat10n, and modificagion. 'I‘h1s approach

is largely an outgrowth of early work by PreSSey (1/950) and Skmnc1

(1958) in tfic area o[ teaching macbmes. 'I‘he prOgrammed instruction
. ' . RN [~}

a

" that was the basis for these machines has been more re_cently»advocated
as and mdependent instructional system by Homme (1970), Mage1 (1’962),

1=’opham ancl B‘aker (197’0), Skinner (1968), and Valett: (1970). )

fl /

*  The system PASS is developing uses dragnostxc tests,y{aeverai

~

/
acad—;&ic areas to determme the acadcmm reper toire of/each student 7

in the LD classg., Teachers use 5":°h mst:l:uments as 14 Key Dxagnosuc

\

-

Math Test and the Spacire D{agnostic Reading Test/fo create an inventory




!

of the currvent skills and deficits of the specific student. This

/ » . . '
i,nl(m,nni.}dn, i then transfeired to an acadoimte protile ahvel thal
serves as a caﬂtalog’ee of ecaciequic'béh’avio.r". ‘ | |
o 'Teacllel's are' trained t:o"use test resdlts t;, ‘write educational .
1/31'es_cript:ions that feces or'1' the acadei’ﬁic beh;wior deemed most

)

.

Consideration is given to the current skill

¥

~appropriate. to the student.

4

-

levels of the student and his particular style of learning, Whenever

possible,' the instructional prescription is also related to ongoing

v ‘o ' . E—

curricular activities that are occuring in the regular elementary school

-

curriculum. , e L)

v Each ec_lut/:at:ional“prescril'ot:ion is stated as a behavioral objective that
includes the .specific terminal behaviof-(s) expected of the student, the

environment in which that behavxor is to occur, the evaluation process

dp/

and the perfofm_a,nce criteria students must exceed to complete the

1

r

«

objective successfully. o 2
- ) :

1

(The prescription is tihen subjec‘ted‘t:o a front end task analysis as i

su,g[v@sted by Valetl“(1970) and Tluagara;an, Semmel, and Semmel (1974)
Toachers divide each prescnptmn into its subtaécs and sequénce these
tasks together. This sequence contains all relevant: prerequmlte taslks

t occssary to complete t:he t:ermmal obJectlve of the educational prescrxptmn.

"l‘his ta.sk analysis §¢ then reviewed to ensure that'each step in the

e
-
-
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y

sequence reflects the specific concepts to be tau 'lx_t.' Wilson (1963) .‘

has sdggested the necessity of this \additiohal concept anal,ys‘is to

ensure that 'the student understands t\\\e conceptibehind the task and

not solely'the task itself. . i{:
K \ ‘:' j
Each subtask is then rephrased into an insitructional objeotive that
. !
meets the same specifications as the objectjve for the inltiai\\educational
prescription, . At this point t‘em:h{rs gather| _matefiix]s for uge in all

aspacts of the instructional sequence. ,Thesfe materials are evaluated

in terms of their correlation to the ingtructional objective. Materialy
must also a1~1.ow students the opportunity for appropriate practice.” The
N . '

student must have the opportunity to prdctice the exact response and
mode of responding called for by the /ins ructional objective.

Once material selection is co;p)y'ete the teacher prepares progress

4 4

checks (cvaluatioh, instruments) f01" each task within the 'i?struétional

. i . ) . . - | .
sequence,. The preparatory work in previous stages make¢s evaluation

a relatively simple endeavor. The terminal behavior and performance

_eriteria have been selected for each task and now become the parameters-

+

of evaluation, Teachers may simply arrange items from the instructional
N - ’ : ) } , ’ ) .
scquence (given they adhered to the principle of appropriate practice) as
. ' \ . ‘ . l;
. \. . v . . .
an cvaluation dev;e. In addition, various items from each subtask

in the instruction® sequence may be pooled to create a prescriptive test,

_The student's. per fe'mance on this prescriptive test then illustrates,
»

19

-
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. where in the instructional sequence the student should begin completing

obje¢tives, The pres’cripti\fc test prevents wasting u@eful learning

It has the

fa

time in teaching what the student has a11-eady master el

o

-reéiprocal effect of not forcing a student to complete objectives beyond

his carrent ability. |

Both prescriptive t:eé_t:s and progress chécks may \be utilized continually . -

through the instructional sequence., The prescriptive tgst can be

administered.at several points within the sequence to monitor retentidn
, ‘ :

‘rate., The progress check is used at the end of each subtask to make

certain the student has mastered this t:asl;.be[oi‘e moving to the next
step. Both devices are utilized to p'révide continuous feedback to both

student and t:ez‘xfé”'f";’er on student progress, They also serve as an
vvaluative tool regarding the effectiveness of the instructional system.

The PASS use of the gliagnostic—‘prescriptiVe approach has numerous

advantages for ‘clagsroom instruction. It provides more explicit student !

~and parent understanding of'teacher expectations and illustrates the \

evaluation procedures to be used along with the performance criteria

that should be met. Instrudtion occurs through a set of highly sequenced
intércorrél_at:ed experiences that are constantly evaluated. This
: N :4‘ . . .

reduces the likelihood of students practicing inappropriate responses
(a common occurrence in many classrooms), The materials that are

the medium for the educational experience have a predetermined

b

-

w 20 vﬁa
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- relevance for that experichce rather than being used because they

are pzirt: of the next chapter the tgaéher has to coyer. The power

Y

~of this appr'oach lies in the assumptiﬁn-‘tilat‘ when df’ student fails to

N ~

progress ‘it is assumed to be due to ineffective programming rather
¥ ) . d

Al

than some dedficit within the child, I : .

In PASS the-diagnostic-prescriptive approach is used in combination

with a contingency contracting system outlined-by Homme (IC‘O).' This

~

is a motivational system that s'imult:aneohsly provides incentives for
students’ cofnplet:ion of academic tasks while.incorporat:ing. a mechanism
. ¢ 7 V .~ * .

wheyein studénts begin to take more responsibility for their own

b
Y

academic behavior. : o D o
- - ) ) ” ' ’ y
Each clagsroom has an area in which there are a number of .
activities (games, toys, books, etc. ) that are potentially reinforecing ~

to a student. THhe teacher and stud¥nt cr-egt;‘b a reinforcement mer'ui
° . » (8 ‘ -
(RM) for the-student that includes specific activities the student finds £

»
+
- -

desitable. .The teacher then creates a contract with the tuder\iifi

which the student completes an academic task (usually one of the AR .
' | o A — ' T
‘subtasks) and passes the progress check. In return this entitles .

: R : _ _
the student to select an activity from the RM, ‘The student may, then move

N s

into the reinforcement area for a preZL(zt:erm.ined period of time and engage

in that activity. . ' B Y .
’, . . . . . ‘i




ae
-

- -

. . o .
cOMie fhesl contracty betweentstudent and teacher ave udually

PR > i N e -
- . )

controlled by the teacher. Once the student becomes accustomed to

)
e 5 . .

this process then a number of transitional steps occur. The student's

v . ' . e . - \f’ R . .
progress through these transitional steps ‘eventuates in a contract.

€

where the student is re_éponsiblp for selecting the academic task,

.
. . 5 7 .

' . ' ) . L4
sclecting an activity from the RM, and determining the length of time

he will engage in this a&tivity. At this point the student has much more = - B
regponsibility for his education than might be thought possible in this :f
sctting. ' : _ » K I

» . . N

PASS teachers are also being trained to increase the effectivencss of -

their classrooms through the systematic use of learnihg principles. Deibert

]

-and [Tarmon (1970) have written an introcductory text on learning and

behavior principles that is the source of teachers' instruction in this

' '
area.

L]
L]

Unlike many training programs, PASS has not attempted a comprehensive

Y

presentation of basic principles to feachers. All too often téachers become
. S . ‘e

overloaded by tryipg to understand reinforcement prqcodurcs‘while

simultaneously being exposed to material on extinction, satiation, shaping,

i

and reinforcement schedules. These subprinciples will be presented

before the te‘rnji'nation‘of the project, but as the theory suggests,’

‘-
g -

‘ ' ) . . R - ‘ .
refinements such as shaping and modeling must be shaped.and modeled.

B .
[N ¢
%, - . e
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The first step is to Lé,cx]éa’se the teacher's"awareq_xess of his or her own

» : . .
P - .

beha%/ior'and the e-ffects ofth‘at behavior on classroom performance.

The prOJect has adapted an observational system dev1sed by Madsen,

o - ~

‘,Becker and Thomas (1968) to create a feedback loop to teachers on their
own b‘ehavior. ~'I‘hro‘ugh'regu1ar observation thé teacher may g);ap)ucally '

vicw the levels of appropriate and inappropriate behavior in"the :clhssréon*\ o
- . ) . . / ‘ A\
and their typical r.éact.ipns to that. behavior'. ’ - 1 // \ N ’

! N . : ‘ I
When fed back to the té’ache‘r, this information' has a se1f~-c,ori'ect;ing /

_etfect on indtructional and rﬁahagement behavlor. The teacher, just as
r./“)- . | .
the students, now has a method to monitor the effects of his or her own

behaVior and evaluate changes .in teaching style. A more expanded

.ohs erva-tiqx}ai a‘:yg'!_:e'm;d'evglop'ed‘at I'Deabody by Wood,‘ Shores, and/
Jobes (1974) is being used.to })sérve changes dn quantity and q_uality. .
. of teachers' _mteractmns with s\tudents prupr to and Bubsequent to the program
. . \ L} ’ N

. i’ntcrvention. This system y.ie_lcw data on teacher res ponsgs to student

I)'r»havior as_.wellras',cv{ualjitativc aspe‘cts. of telaichér styie_.
Mﬁl?)xemp'la*r;‘nfglata gcf'nc;'rated, i)y thig s;‘rstem'\yquld;include the exteat-

_taaélxer-s use direct answers, .’t’nédél#g{ pr;)naptfingq intensifircation of v

1nsi,1ﬂ1ctmn, prame, ..'crltrcmm, ‘r;epmmands ancl \other categomes‘of

E <s.3ponses in tl‘;e msttuctxdnatl program. This mfo.rn:xatmn x;rov1des P)\Sé

w;ux addltmh“tl“data tl‘xat may be used 11; a self-correct;ve feedback system

»

- for teachera. It w111 also be a’ part of the asseasrx’xent of the most efficient

¢ "

. : Y . M
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. gct of teacher strategies and interactions to be used with the diagnostic-
. PR ' ) ’ 7 - % o
prescriptive process. o :
a ) . . . ) .' » ,' - \'“"'«-.ﬂ
Preliminary Pretest Data .

- e

The summative evaluation component embodies a modified pretest-

LY . . . ’ N , | N
posttest experimental-control group expurimental‘ design, The initial \
| . . " ar
pretesting occurxed durmg the months of October and Novembex, 1974,\
and somc zmalyses of the data were complo..ted 1n time f01 1nclu510n _ H‘\\
» .-~ . \~I \\
. ua., vl

in this report.- Ch11d1 en enrolled in both the contrel and experlmenial./
2 . . . . - ..‘1“ ’
classrooms (N=218) were tested; The informatiop gecured suggests
. o . A B
some interesting characteristics about the group. o v \, .
: . : | i L
WISC-R Test Results : ; BN . '

. Results from the IWSC-R are pr es“entéd in ’I'able l, :A"repe'a-t'ed

.nw.un.u cs sm;,le clas gification analysxs of variance (ANQVA) mdxpated
" that the difference between mean Verbal IQ (84.82) and Performance
10 92. 67) was statistically reliable (F=78.22; 2 £.0002). An.ANOVA
of Verbal subtest scaled. scores. also revealed a sxgmfmant differenee‘
(_1_7;:_25. 99; p'.L. OOIQI).I A Newm,a.n-I"(euls" test indicated the followfng_
’ 'signif.icant pair-wise COmparieons ameng the f_ive verbzil subtest sceled

:scox:e-means"(p_ L .01 for all comparisons).
. Compi ehension exceedetl Informatxon
CLiEe Qomprelwhsxon exceeded Arithmef]
f;_’_ Similarities exceeded Information
. ‘Similarities exceeded Arithmetic
“Yocabulary exceeded Information
Vocabulary exceeded Arithmetic ‘ ot -




'-/.‘

[N

Table 1

’ S - 3 0 . .
Means end Standard Deviations for Verbal, Perf.orm.an_c_-:_e, .
and Full Scale IQ's, and for Subtest

Scaled Scores on the WISC-R

Déscriptio_n : 'Méan._' o Sf:a}ndard N =
' ) : Deviation
Pl Seale ’IQ “ . ’ 67.12 -15.;.27 | 208
Virbal T@ - | o 84.82 o 12'%1‘6 208 -

' ‘!l.’lu;l'ormance IQ | v ' _ . " A 92.‘6'7 ‘ A12. o4 208 |

Invi',crm'at:i.onx (‘\v;‘l)’l.) S : .. 6.60 _‘ 2’.619 * - . 209 |
Similarities (V2) ' o 8.00 | '.‘2.36 T 200
‘_Ax,'i.i'.}‘nnetic d(‘ilB) . c _ 7.18' . 2'.17‘ o . 209 | .
Vocabulary (V4) , - - . '7.944.-"' , 266 o 209
Connprcehgns;ioﬁ (V5) o o ',8._'18' . . 2.60 201
P'i.c;ttzre Completion (P1) .. , . ! >9.68 ' 4260 5 _A 208 '
L’:.ctl.xr__;e I\’rrar;é_om.ent ‘([’2) . . . 3;87 - o ‘3.'01, R 208

* Block Design ‘([’3) - S . 5.645 ! | 1, 2,85 ,. .. 207 - _‘ . |

"Ol.a.ject Assembly (P4) a . 19.20 h . 2.84 "208
Coding (pS) - © 7,30 C a8y 7 198

J
»

A.n,ANOVA.c,)f WISC-R performance subtest scaled 8cores.a'laov—pr.oduciedv

a significant résult (F=42.64; p <.0001). “#, NetWwmarn-Keuls test revealed
. T [ . ' : A L] I ] . .
the following significant pair-wise comparisons: . ' .

Object Assembly exceeded Coding (p < .01) °
. Object Asgembly exceeded Block Design (p'<:01)
Object Agsembly exceeded Picture Arrangement (p <.01)

-
’, ¢ ' . e . . -
. . . -

. oo +
% .
v hd - i . . M »
. - .
a . .
' ¢ » . . -
. - [ . P . .
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.




I , Object Asscmbly_exéeedecl Picture Completion'(p< . 05)
' . Picture Completion exceeded Coding (p< .01) .

Picture- Qompletlon exceeded Bloek Désign (p <.01) :
. o Picture Coﬁwpletlon exceeded Picture Arrangement (p <. o1) -
e \ . Picture A11angemen£ exceeded Coding (p <. 01) -
S Block Design excéeded Codmg (pc.0f) . .
) - The lowest mean subt:est: score obt:amed was for'Info/rmat:iori, while the

A hwhest’mean obt:'uncd was £01 Object Assembly, suggestmg the. gvoatcst

relative degcw in the areg of acquired knowledge and the greatest mﬂ;
4 . , , .

. L Ircrlat:ive streng‘th in Spatial ability for this sample of LD‘clnldren.

-

“" Thcsg‘&*ubtest scores will (.ventually be aflf ﬂyzc_d as Sug,g,ested b,y

A - e
N oL, . E N

Bannatyne (1974), where the WISC subtests are grouped mto t:hc four .~
s ) . ¢
_ cat;e;,omés of z;pat:ml 'ab111ty, verbal conceptuallzanon, scquencm;,, and
. ’ Lo “
acqulred know'ledge. Thes‘. adjunzt axialyaes, however, were not completed

‘s

L -

. " in lee to be 1eported here. - ’." : coTe L
. ’ 4 o ' X ' . -
RRE ‘ »'I'he prevalence and cxt:ent: to wb.uzh Verbal and fPerformance Id'
.o I S ~ '
“excoeded one another 1§‘.presented'm Table 2, ! These figutes sul,gcst
"that tho éhildren tested are ha’ving much groeater diﬂ'iculty pfer’fgfmihg L
.in those are’as mcasured by t‘pe WIsC- R verbal .sgbt'ests Lhan in Lhc :
vy - A . “ .
" i . . L] -
a rc-.wf,t;x,leagm-ed by the WISC-R perfo‘rm;mce subtgsts. .
L ' '_ ) oL e el * Table 2 «° o . . A
LN . ’ - wee e "o
S ‘ . : Numbér of Cluldren Scoring Iligher or, Lower . v
A X ' on Verbal or Performance Sectmns -
L ‘a 4 '«.'.: '_. of the w]gc R ,
L ] N l-- - .
. Number scoring lughu on Performance than on Vcrbal - 158 j
. "Number scoring higher.on Verbal than on Performapce . © A2 %
: - Numl)er scormg same on both . [ .8 : i
o N Numben «géorwg more than. 15 pomts higher on Performancc. ‘ 67 v ° .
e g VerbaL S - T L a
B % o A Number scor i‘ng mo1e l,h'm 15 pomts lughex on Vcrbal . IR . ']
TR IR ghan‘ion Perfonmalfice wee . S I 1 -

L Ly

l'l‘

2 . ] o
~ERIC : SRR Do A'() AGRPEY
h.,‘v 5 : . ’ ot 0 o s, / . o 5 Y
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JAruitoxt provided by Eic:

'Metropolitan'Achi.evernent"-'I'_erst Result§ R :

s

' Because of the wide range of abilities (and discrepancies across . .

various -academic .areas) man1fe_sted 'in-the current LD sample, it was

A

,-necess'xry to use th forms of the MAT Teachers were asked l.o 7 ‘
suggest whether -a g1ven.ch11d should be tested w1th the. P1‘1mary’I Q '
' b\‘l.tery (grade level 1 5 °- 2 4) or sthe Prlmary II battery (grade level
2 5 - 3. 4) I_n a11 but a 1ew cases. then' Judgmentsewere sound i
-MAT scores were converted t:o normahzed standard scores W1th a ‘/
' mean of 50. 00 a‘nd s,tandard dev1atlon of 10. 00. B},?.WPSCOI'GS ‘on the Pru’r{y '-
) _If\'ﬂer’;- ?onx;erted to .standard s_cores ut’ilizing“ an end ofv‘.f'ir},st grade | B
) 'conver'si'ontabl’e.' ']l_h-us“a.s.tandard” 'score o‘f..;Sé on_.the' Primary- iwould , ‘ g
' md1cate performance at the grade equ1va1ence of approx1mate1}.r -'l 9 (end "
.‘Aof ;1rst gradej~ Raw score‘s on t‘he ‘Prirnary‘ II ;;y.ere cc:;nverted t0'standa1.;c1: e
scores ut111z1ng a beglnnmg of thn:d grade, convers1on Lable :Nlth a
Prima.ry II-standard __score 'of’SQ ind1c;;at1ng’.fa gr.ade’fequlvalen-‘ce‘.of. approxi- ' .y
';rnately 30 _(beg°inning tl';_ird grfad-e).'. | It can he seen,t‘h'atthe"sa“me' scofe,
""To'r"‘eﬁ?intpié*So;» ;@é.qﬁte dit;fer ent de'pending' on,k\nhether 1t: v_vas‘;'ob,ta-ined ', o
-on a Pr1mary I o“r a Prlrnary II baz’ttery h : . . \. : 1 z\
Both t:he Pr1mary,aT and the Pr1mary II batter1es of the~ MAT 'y1e1d 2o
' scores on,Word Knowledge and on Readmg, which may-be comb1nedlto ;T ‘w"",
' pi'ovide a Total Ig/Ia‘th score-. ."I‘he, ,admin@stnatinontime. for these three -
. g,. . _.‘Q u s ’ ‘ )
. o 2y v . LA . .
) v s e . .
. | : ’1 . | v. . 3 .'-a’ ;; ’ . : . -

el T
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B} ) ) e . / D . o e PR .- v L
subtests, however, exceeds one hour and was considered prohibitively

. . 3 - -
— . - y ot - - . e

long! Therefore, only Math Computation on the#Primary II was
. AT . ) ’ ‘ o ;o e
‘ddministered, selected as the most preferable from among the altér-

natives. On the Pri'rn;ai'yll,o'hoWeve‘r, both: Math Computafion and ‘Math

" Cohcepts had to be administered in order té arriye at a convertible

.'score. . The BrealcdéWn of ’subtest scores that were obtained on these

. -
_/_ > . LA

.

two batterles of th$ MAT is presented be10W' .

n .

o

Prﬁ:}garx L e f . PL 1marx I

- -

(1) Word Knowledge L I (1) Word Ignowledge -
"+ {2) Reading , .' S e 12) Read1ng e
. (3) Total Reading’ . . (3) Total Readmg .

(4) Total Math . - C (4) Math Computatubn _

'(Computatwn and Concepts) \

Ba -
‘.v'

Results for the 95 cluldren re(_e1v1ng the Primary I battery and for.

’ -~

the l.Ochh,i_ldren receiving the Prir’nary. II battery ‘are-prese,nte_d iny
’ R » B b L -
Table 3.

.. Table3
" Means and S;:andafrd Deviations for Priinnry I.and 'Pr‘im’ary IT

Metropolitan Achie\}ement Test Results

. B -
. ) ] . o

" Primary I (N=95) . Primary II (N=102) *

" Measure 4 < | = Mean /. . 8D I “Mean . . 8D
O O AR s . : . R : R

o Cld vl
.~
[

‘ ward Knowledge . 48.17 - Tl a9
Readlng , 'i- Yol aec00 - 0012 o | 42.86

- Total Readlng s 10 arid.. Teaat Lot 44091

Y51.66 9.3 . 49:53




ﬂPrlmary I and the Prlmary I batterlas, students obtamed the h1ghest

_ ‘mean scores on re«spectwe math su'bteS/ts. Two Newman-Keuls analyses

-_'score p<. 65) ']!hxs was also the cage Wlth the Prlmary II subtest

: scores (Word Knowledge~46 79, Readmg =42, 86 p_( 05)

' 'presents the oVerall‘;}@fults, and also the results when the data are

.'PASS Model Pro_]ect was almost 1dent1cal to the mean score reported

- >
> > % . T .

Repeated measures analyses of Varlance were Conducted for both

U

" the Pr‘lmary I and the Pr1mary Ilaata. Both F's\ were s1gmf1cant o

e b

-(:E‘ 15 94, B( 0001 and F= 20 71,,_p <s 0001) for Prlmary I and Prlmary

~

1T analyses respectlvely. Inspectuon of Table 3 reveals that on ‘both:the

L4 - ’-

| revealed that on both the Prlmary‘lﬁand =the Prlmary II, the means for

1 d '/ . N

Math(To/tal and Computatlon \only » res,pectlvely) s1gn1f1cantly exceeded

“eachof the other three subtest means (n <. 01 for all six: pa1r-w1se - \

cornparisons) Add1t1onally, on the Pr1ma‘ry I the Word Knowledge '

- . ¢
PR

T mean score '(48. 17) s1gn1f1cantly e/ceeded the Readmg (46. 00) mean’ |

~

3
-

~ e,

. ,Prers-Harrls Self Concep_t Test Results _ : ‘, N - oL

v

The P1ers-Ha,rr1s was adm1n1stered to 206 chlldreq Table 4 -

]

c_lassxfxed by sex and race. The total (composlte) rhean a.elf concept :

.

score (51. 94) obtai ned by LD clasmfxed chlldren tested as part of the

~

¢
for the normatwé group in the P-H Manual (51 84) The SDs are also

o

s slg;rular, \12 25 and 13 87 for PASS partlclpants and tne normatlve group, :

. ©

respectlvely. A '_ ' S

. C ot ] . o $ o

3 e




The P-H-data were classified by race and sex and analyses of

the 'effects _of‘these. cl'a.ssifica-tions were conducted' There ‘were no race
. . { .

_'d1fferences or sex d1fferences on the total self con&ept score or on any

" of the cluster scores, Th1s fa11ure to find e1ther -race Or sex d1f:ferences

-

on se1f concept as measured by-the P-H is cons1stent w1th’f"'i1d1ngs reported

N
-in the Manual I R .
¢ . / ) . ..': - . ‘). .
. : % Table 4 .
: Piers-Harris Self Concept Test Results for All Children,- S e
o o . and Also by Sex and Race élas~sifications _
s T T R R ] ) ]
S ' ' ,, "~ Race
' fotal' Whites Blacks T Males
N = 26 N=26 © N=40 T | - N=157
|Mean™ s |Mean SO |Mean SO |Mean D {Mean * "sD
Total ~ [ . [51.94 12.2552.02 -12.52 |s51.58 11,18 52;@\/8» 12.20' [50.51 12.4:
Behavior - [12.08  3.65 |12.16 = 3.66 |11.75  3.66 12.10 * 3,59 |12.02 3.8
Intellectual & ' - o 4 . 1 - .
' School Status 11571 3.57 [11.57  3.61 |12.30 '3.39 [11.89 3.63 |11.14 3.3
Physical M , A R - - |
'Appearance . o o : . -
Anx:.ety-‘ . | 7403 2051 [17.13  2.58 | 6.62  2.32 | 7.01 2.52 | 7.10 . 2.5%
Popularity - | 7.17. 2.57 | 7.07 2.67 | 7.57} 2.00 | 7.27 .2.61 | 6.84  2.45
"Happine_ss £y . : o _ S | - 1 .
_Satisfaction ' [6.36 - 1.87 | 6.45 ' 1.94 | 6.00 1.52 | 6.44 1.82 | 6.12 '2.03
"

- Note: Cluster scores are not J.ndependent.
Note:  High anx:.ety scores J.ndlcate low anx.Lety.




& N : -

\ . . . / ’// s : . ] ’ L ' ,
v - The. P-H results are/among the most interesting data collected as part

Mean’self concept scores

-

ept. 'scores for special education classes, stutterers,
R = pl ‘ . -,

isturbed children, .and economically disadvantaged children.)
. } 7 ~‘- : VL o . ° ’ . ’, _.‘..- S B ° .
J1ts -emphasize the need to assess the impact on self concept

- emptio rialz\ly

g i'l:xt:o.é;nd out of special Elassrbom placement. Over the remainder

-

"year, and next year, the PASS résearch design should permit

.o i?;/'t:ial LD class piacer'nent:v'as well as ''mainstreaming' of children
- .o 77 , L. - . R . - ]
-

" previously in self—‘contj\ained’ LD classes. Hcipefullylr, ﬁs_eftﬂ data on the

: fort:hcbming-lS months: -

*

e -1, Do children neW’iy pla;ced in LD classes have self concepts

gimilar to.childre,n who have been in self-contained classeb for 12 months?

2, Do new LD pla’.ce.m_ent:é have self cbncept:s similar to those of
students in regular classes from which they were transferred?

3. Does the self concept-change after LD class placement?
. " - (X} -
\ .

- 4. Does "mainstreaming'' LD children previously in self- . ' .

contained classrooms affect self CUnéept'R If so, in which direction
' zqn which dimensions of self concept), and (possibly) why? - . SR

‘y R ]
s . f T e
’




- Other Measures

~

Very brxefly, it ‘can be reported that résults on the pxctora; version
: of the CMS (N= 204) yielded a mean score of T 20 and a standard

devlatmn of 3,16, Scores ranged from 1 to 13 on t:hls scale. On the

-

MI‘FT (N 161) the mean lat:ency was 10, 46 w1t:h a standard dev1at:10n of
5,79, while the mean number of errors was I.ZQ wlth a standard deviation.

- C e ~ .

'of 0.59. Mean lat:ency scores and mean error scores were cortelated - 547

_ Although space Ilmltatxona do not perrfut: prese(ntat:non of full
details, analyaes 1nd1cat:ed t:hat: PASS Experlmental and Control subjects

were equated successfully on every single varlable analyzed. 0
‘Summary :
\ ‘:‘§ . v

In summa?;r, initial dat:a y1e1ded a proflle of- LD chxldren as meaSured

R

in t:he PAbb pro_]ect: as (1) performmg lower in verbal than perfofmance
skills, (2) functlonmg 1nt:e11ect:ua11y somewhat lower t:han the WISC-R
~n'o‘rm, ,(3) possessing a relatively norimal self edfmtept and. (4) ,pezrfo‘rming.
sxgmﬁcantly hlgher in math than readlng. Few generahzatzons qan be
drawn frOm these prehmmary dat:a. however, PASS has begun ﬁo nelp

fill the data void &scribed by Bryan,(1974)

‘ T;;,xrough its relatively rigorous experxmental desxgn and mulhfaceted

4

formative evaluatxon component t:he PASS {Model Project over t:he next

»

't:wo yeara promises to provide valuabl’e 1n51ghts into the s1t:uat:10n of

labeled LD chxldren and elements of effect:xve service dehvery for them —

- and‘their farnillies.
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